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RECEIVED

Comments on the JUL 10 2001

Supplement Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS}

for a high-level nuclear waste repesitory at Yucea Mountain

Prepared by Genelle Baltutis, revised from Citizen Alert’s comments to reflect iny own opinions as a
citizen.

July 6,2001

Intent of the SDEIS

I n appears as though the SDEIS is an attempt to facilitate an unrealistic timeline cn the Yucea Mountain

’roject by avowding a rownite of the DELS The Department of Encrgy {DOE) has made changes io the
repository design, which has "evelved” enocugh to be considered substantive requiring a re-evaluation of the
environmental impacts. However, the SDELS continually refers to the Yucca Mountamn Scicnce and
Engineering Report (YMSER) for deteils of the design changes. ['had no access to this decument, and
given the time constramts in getting these comments i, (sec last section of this document) it scoms untair
to ask for serious educated comments on a document that refers so heavily te another which is net readily
availabic to the public
Tha SDETS doesn't serve well as 2 siand-alone document, and it is my opinion that it was

{zonveniently) naver inrended to serve in that capacity. The notion that this comment period is not only
sufficient timz-wise bui that 1t covers evervihing 1l is supposed 10 cover is ubsurd ut besl I

| Tnder the Nationel Environmental Policy Act, the Draft Environmental Impact S:atement (DEIS) for
the proposed Yucea Mt Repository must show a "Propused Action”, (in this cuse, "o construgt, operate
ond monitor, and eventually close a geclogic repositery at Yucca Mountain for the disposal of spent nuclear
{uel andt high-level racivactive wasle™) as well s alternatives  This Supplement is insufTicient because it
doas not provide specific design aliernatives for the Proposed Action. Instead. it describes a rengs of
desiyn features une! operational paremeters thal could be combined w armive af twe allernative designs -
"above beiling drift wall temperature” or "below boiling waste container surfece tamperature”. Page 2-20
shows proposed use of £n ares (hat hasn'l even been investigaled yel. 3 seems odd to be asked to commen!
on g design so uniresearched. Am I supposed to go resesrch end survey the land mysell s 1 can give my
comments? This seems so rushed

The identified features and parameters in Table 2-1 are said to "bound” the design 2o the range of
potential impacts conld be analyzed. Tt does not 1dentfy specific altermatives for which these impacts could
be compared. There 13 no reeson 1o secept this "hounding” epprosch, since the 1999 DEIS mude the same
claim, and this Supplement has impacts that are ouiside TSOSE hounds. What will happen with the Final

EIS as the design continues to *evolve’? I

| According to the Nuclear Regutatory Commission ™NRC) The TXOFE nust have a final design for the

license applicetion. The site recommendation is mere intportant then the license application, because it is
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3 cont. what the President will make his determination on whether or not to recommend Yucca Mt. to congress.

The Final EIS must be as clear a5 the NRC license application, and must indicete a final design choice,

This Supplement does nething to achieve that. |

4 I agditional cesign work in this Suppletnent, us well as assertions by the DOE of safety, etc,, are based on
the presumption that currently proposed regulations will be finalized {thereby disregerding hundreds :f not
thousands of conments o the contrary). The supplemental DES esserts that the proposal ts safe by these
new, loss rigorous pusdelines. There can o¢ no Final ELS until eil proposcd regulations arc finalized, and
the DOE 2an agsert that the proposed action can meet them.  All of this additional design work is based on
the presumption that the proposcd regulations will be adopted.  This entire process is premature, the DOE

cannot move forward without final, safe, publicly acceptable guidalines in place. I

5 Imtirc Total Systems Performance Assessment 15 wndergoing international pecr roview at this time
Tt s clear that even the worldwidz scientific commun:ty is guestioning the validity of the DOE's methods to
characterize the Yucea Mt site.  The Supplement does not acknowledge any uncertaintics now on record
regarding repository performance. These include uncertainties of alloy 22, (the metal which is supposed 10
keep the waste isolated from the environment), titanium drip shiclds, (which would not be put in place
until closure of the Repository, up to 300 years from emplacement of the waste) and uncertainties in
subsurface performance of these metals. This Supplement doss not acknowledge the orders of magnitude
of uncertainty that the DCE waste package peer review,as well as the TSPA peer review is now
questioning. Net does it includs the comments and suggestions of the Intemational Atomic Energy Agency

Review Team RT),_An Intemnational Peer Review of the Biosphere Modelling Propramme of the US

Depertment of Energy’s Yucca Mountain Site Characterization Project. April, 2001, The IRT suggested
ressaanination of sssumpiions regarding diel dose (s 13), and modeling of dose due 1o resuspension (323),

and a re-assassment of treatmen: of uneaitainties in the biogphere (s 247, and much mere. |

On-site aging tacility

6 M In the Supplerent, the DOF considers aging (cooling) up (o 4,500 dry slorage casks of spent
commercial fuel for up to S0 years on 206 acres of cemert pad near the Morth Fortel (page 2-8: 3-7, figure
24, Yucea ML s in the third most active earthquake zone in the U138 In 1992 there was 2 magnitiide 5.6
earthquake in the vicinity of Yucce Mountsin, which did several million dollars of damage to existing DOE
stirface facilities. Potential impacts of similar or even more severe seismic activity on the aging facility
have not been oonsidered for this facility. Clearly, a seismic event could at the very laast damage welded
SéﬂtT?S) etc. resulting in radicactive releases. I it had to be licensed separazely under NRC rulas for

"Independent Spent Fuel Storaze Facility Installations” (10 CFR Part 72} it would probably fail. I

I If fuel aging is part of the selected design, why not age the fuel at the reactor sites for S0 years? This

waould be a modification (realistic) for the No-Action Alternative in the DETS. B would reduce

transportation hazards, and atlow more ture for responstble sclentific research and review. I
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8 The Waste ITandling Building would have a large storage pool, holding 12,000 fuel assemblies, as an
inventory for fuel biending. The "design basis accident” used is the seismic collapse of the Waste Handling
Building (page 3-113. The dose stated is less than that presented in the original DIIS, without this pool 1n
the design. This 1s because the acciden: scenatio includes damage o all the speni fuel in dry containers in
the building in both cases. The pool is ignored as a risk. Tlowever, it the building collapses, the poot will
too, because it is built to the same specifications as the building. Therefore the accident scenario should

include the consequence of damaging all the fucl i the pool as well, as well as water-bom contammation. |

Cross country transportation

9 I The release of the STEIS offered the oppertunity to address deficiencies in the transportation analysis from

the DEIS. yet there s no added drscusston hare,
The DEIS never really clarified that verv voung SNF is likely to e shipped. Appendix A of the DEIS
pives SNF charactenistics and sites a typical age of the SNF (25-27 years), but docs not explicitly state the
detzils of the transportaticn profile. However, the SDEIS, in 1ts discussion of the fuel blerding and likaly
need of & surface aging facility brings to light that young SNF is expected. Whle the SDELS states that
taere is no change to the transpertation scheme as & result of the changes in the design, this sounds like
“false advertising.” 1f the DOE was aware during the creation of the 1JELS that es young as 5 year fuel is
likely 1o be shipped, then why dic the DOE use the typical age figare in its accident and severe accident
cotoulations? To best inform the public the DOE needs tc show the worst case and best case results of any
ol the analyses including the transporlation of thLNF.I

10 |mther concern of Les Vegans is the proposed shipping route: I live very close to 1215 and plan on
moving out of stale (10 4 town which does NOT use nuclear energy) il one ounce of nuclear waste 1s ever
driven past my home en I-215  But my cther concern i3 1-213 is not a federal highway yet. It is not
stheduled 1o be finished until affer the DOE plans en trucking the first shipment from our fnendly
neighbots through our town. Does this mesn it will be shipped right up I-15 pest the Strip until 215 15
(inished? What il citizens of Las Vegas decide not o fiaish building it? And if the DOE has no concerns

about transportation, who is respons:ble for this and when do we get to comment te them? I

Fuet Blending

11 I "Fue! Blending'- the process of mixing fuel assembliax of different temperatures to lower a waste package
temperature has never been done before. To do this safely, the exact history of each fuel assembly must be
known. Any mistakes in record keaping could lead w mistakes in packaging, and more uncertainties in the
repository performance. The Supplement faily 1o talk ebout any specific plans or mechanics for fuel
blending The Supplement makes no mantizn of possible impacts of incorract recard keeping, and

unknown waoste package temperatures from blending. I

The DOE can't usc water it doesn't have
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12 I The waste water from the fuel pocls, and from washing down the transportation casks, would go through
an ion exchange, suppcsedly trapping all the radionucietdes in a filter. The water would then go 1o
evaporation peols, while the filters would be disposed of as low-level radioactive waste. The Supplement
should not assume the repository water supply will corse from appropristed water from the State (page 2-
19 and 3-6). Water w:ll not be available unless the State Engineer is overtumed on appsal. The

Susnlement should look ot aliernative water sources and evaluate the impacts of these aliernatives.
P P

Flooding

13 I A US. Geological Survey study shows that flash tiooding m the 30i-squarc-mile arca inclucing
YViices Mountain and the Tast Site could close highways disnipting the transpertaticn of nuclear waste - and
could interfere with above-ground repositery eperations, The obscrvations made by USGS selentists
during storms in 1995 and 1998 showed that the Amargosa River "has the potentiai to transport dissolved
and particulase matter watl beyond the boundary of the (Nevada Test Site) and the Yucca Mountain arca
during periods of moderate to severe siream flow,” the report concluded. Contaminated water could travel
as far as Death Vailey in California, the report found. The SDELS dozs not consider runofY inito Fortymile
Wash or Toponah Wash, the subjects of the USGS report. The Supplement should include g storm water

flooding analysis of the proposed 204 aere dry siorage pad near the Nesth Portal. |

Use of the Yucca Mountain site violates Western Shone Treaty

14 |_Section 3.1.1 talks about how DOE would obtain "permanent control” of the land surrounding the
repository sile, yel makes no mention of how il plans to "own” thut area. The rea in question (in fact 4l of
Yucca Mountain) is part of the Western Shoshone Nation, who oppose this project. The Nuclear
Regulalory Commission requires DOE to prove ownership of the Lands it plans o use, yel the DOE does

not have ownership. |

Conilicting comment periods

15 I Why ate comtmen! pericds for this SDEIS and ihe Site Recommendation concunient? Tt would make
more sense if el the hearings around the EIS completed with the final EIS done and released 10 the public
hefore the Site Recommendation comment is cpen. I

[nadequate hearing schedule

16... I Yucee Mt, is a national program, and there hes been a great deal of national interest elreedy. This
Supplemental FIS should be presented in national public hearings. Hearings should also be held
throughout Nevada  They should not just be limited to Amergoss Velley, Pshramp snd Las Vegas Nevada
hes twa major population centers, and many impacted peaple in rural areas, eing no less worthy the whan

arens, have just as much right to take advantags of the poster session, question and answer period as well as
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cxpress their opinrons on these documents. Also, 1n Las Vegas, the hearing was held in a casino, where I
couidn’t bring my chitc, tharefors, couldn™t pertictpate as 2 citizen. While the DOE is questionably
upholding its legal responsitilities acceording to the Muclear Waste Policy Act, this 15 another example of

the DOE failing 1o uphaid its morat and ethical responsibility to the public. I

Inadequate commen period

Yrfty-five days is an unbclicvably short allowance for a tachnical dorument ard agam fits into an
unrealistic tinteline. The DOE has had over tan vears, certainly the public deserves a litrle mare tme 1o
understand the naturs and specific impacts of the changes in the SDEIS.

Tha selective extension of the comment deaciine is an abuse of diseretion that favors some interested
citizons based on arbitrary and previously unannounced terms. DIOK should consicer that eitizcns may not
have requested copies of the Supplement assuming that thare was insufficient remaining time to gain ¢
copy, teview it. and preparc comment. Now it is revealad that those who did not raceive a copy in tumely
manner will be awarded an additional 30 days to ccmment. Some of the late receivers of the SDEIS are
librarics, does this mean all the citizens who review the SDELS from the library got the arbitrary cxtension?
Exending the comment period for all wauld be no great burden for the Department of Energy since the
Department 1s extending the deadiine for a fow, thers is ebviously no real deadline. Extendng the
comment pencd would go along way toward providing squat and adequate access to the process for ali
iaterested citizens. Ninety days seems like 8 more fair timeline, though 6 months would have given people
more Lme io really discuss and learn more about the project and come up wilh more educaied comments
Tha Department of Energy needs to take into accourt the tire available in people’s lives today. Given that
the YMSER is a4 inlewral component o complele understanding of the new design the task seems
hopeless. OF course if the YMSER had been officially part of the comment dosumentation, then the DOE
would have o open public comment for much longer. |

lowed adcitional time, T would have baen able to write more and help others who are interested in

{his 1o understand what is happening.
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